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CHAPTER X. 

PRE-PROPHETIC RELIGION CONTINUED : MOLOCH-WORSHIP- 
HUMAN SACRIFICES-FIRE-WORSHIP. 

Statements of Euenen, Daumer, and cfhillany that Jahaveh was oAginaUy 
a $re or sum god, worshipped with human sac#ces, or identi$e& witJl 
Noloch - SemLiic mode of nmimg deities contrasted with Aryan- 
Arguments for identiJcation drawn from (1) modes of expression, $re, 
&e., metaphor; ( 2 )  Bamoth; (3) circumcision and qffering of$rst-born; 
(4) certain recorch of events-e.g., of&ng of Isaac, JephtJmh’s daughter, 
kimg of Moab; (5 )  declarations of the prophets, Amos v. 26, Micah vi. 
7, Oumhtive” argument from these indications- Warning against 
proving too much. 

EUENEN, after concluding that the bull was “an in- 
digenous and original symbol of Jahveh,” proceeds to  
say:l “Now we know from other sources that this 
emblem had its place in the worship af the sun. The 
bull properly symbolises untamed power, especially the 
violence of the sun, its scorching and consuming heat. 
Thus Molech is represented with the head of a bull, while 
horns are the invariable tokens of Astarte. Therefore 
we certainly do not go too far in inferring from the 
bull - worship an original relationship between Jahveh 
and Molech.” 

1 Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 236. 
Q 
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It may Seem to the ordinary reader of the Bible that 
only by extravagant freaks of criticism can such posi- 
tions be maintained as the following : “ Fire and Noloch 
worship was the ancestral, legal, and orthodox worship 
of the nation” of Israel.1 ‘I Moses never forbade 
human sacrifices, On the contrary, these constituted a 
legal and essential part of the state- worship from the 
earliest times down to  the destruction of the kingdoms 
of Israel and Jndah.”2 And it is no doubt the case that 
the writers from whom we quote went a greater length 
than more modern critical writers are disposed to do. 
Euenen, e.g., in reply to the question whether the Jahaveh 
of the prophets is a counterpart to  Moloch, has no hesi- 
tation in returning a negative answer. Still he fearlessly 
asserts that “the conception of Jahveh originally bordered 
upon that of Molech, or at least had many points of con- 
tact with it ; ” a and that (( originally Jahveh was a god 
of light or of the sun, and the heat of the sun and the 
consuming fire were considered to proceed from him, and 
to be ruled by him. In accordance with this, Jahveh 
was conceived by those who worshipped Him to be a 
severe being inaccessible to mankind, whom it was neces- 
sary to  propitiate with sacrifices and offerings, and even 
with human sacrifices.)) 4 

In order to the clearer understanding of the bearings 
of this question, it is proper to remark at the outset that; 
a broad distinction is to be observed between the mode 
of naming of their gods by most Semitic peoples and t11at 

1 Title-page of Daumer’s Feuer und Moloohdionsb der alton EebrEer, 

a Heading to  p. 78 ff. of C$hilkmy’s Die Monschenopfer der alten 

a Relig. of Isrdel, vol. i. p. 241. 

1842. 

Hebriter, 1842. 
Ibid., p. 249. 
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of Aryan nations. The names given to their gods by the 
kindred nations in the neighbourhood of Israel had nearly 
all a similar signification, and were of a more comprehen- 
sive import than the usual names of the heathen divini- 
ties. We have already seen that Baal, which is the same 
name as the Babylonian Bel, means lord ; so does Adon, 
which passed into Adonis. El and Elohim had a similar 
general meaning of power or might, as also Shaddai ; and 
Elyon means Most High. Moloch-or, more correctly, 
Molech-is closely akin to the word standing for king 
in Hebrew, and signified ruler (perhaps originally in an 
abstract sense). In the same way, Chemosh seems to  
be derived from the idea of subduing or repressing. 
Such a mode of nomenclature is different from that of 
the Aryans, who named their deities from single natural 
phenomena, as fire, light, and so forth ; and even although 
the Semitic deities were associated with natus81 pheno- 
mena of that kind, the names preserved their general 
significance, and allowed the mind of the worshipper 
a wider scope. So that the often-repeated dictum, 
Nomina mumina, however applicable to Aryan myth- 
ology, is not found prevailing among Semitic peoples? 
It is this peculiar feature of Semitic religion that led M. 
Renan to his well-l-own position that these nations had 
an instinctive leaning to monotheism ; for it is plain that 
when a people calls its god the rzcler, the Iciqzg, the most, 
high, there is not felt the same necessity for gods many, 
as if every object in nature was the abode or symbol 
of a special deity, A people keeping to such general 
designations of the deity, is, if not monotheistic, on the 
way to monotheism, and in a digeyent position, e.$., from 
the Assyrian Scmites, who multiplied gods with the use 

Bnudissin, J d i ~  ~b &.folooh, p. 9. 
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of every appellative name. The discoveries of Assyri- 
o l o ~  have shown that a Semitic people could run to the 
same excess in multiplying deities as Aryan nations; and 
that even where the name assigned to the deity was of 
a general kind, he might be associated with fire, light, or 
heaven, as in heathen mythology. M. Renan has, there- 
fore, now so far modified his position as to claim a mono- 
theistic instinct for only the nomad Semitic peoples. At 
the same time, the feature of the nomenclature just de- 
scribed has to  be kept in view, for it furnishes some 
explanation of the possibility some have found of iden- 
tifying the God of the Hebrews with the gods of the 
surrounding nations. 

The precise question for us, now, is not what might have 
been done, but what was actually done in times of which 
we have historical knowledge. We have some information 
as to the character ascribed to  Moloch by his worshippers, 
and the manner in which he was worshipped. What we 
have to inquire is, whether the same or similar qualities 
were ascribed by the Israelites to  their national God, and 
whether they paid Him similar honours, whether even 
the two deities were so far identified in conception as 
that when a Hebrew said, Our God is MeZech, he meant 
to imply that Jahaveh was the same as the deity whom 
the heathen worshipped as Molech. The identification 
or close assimilation of the two deities is supposed to be 
made out by a consideration of certain modes of speech, 
as well as of certain ceremonies or practices testified to 
in the Hebrow writings ; by the record of certain events, 
obscured no doubt by popular tradition or prophetic 
teaching, but still intelligible ; and even by unequivocal 
statements of the prophets themselves, We have there- 
€ore to consider the various proofs, and see whether they 

, 
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are substantiated by a sober exegesis of the passages 
which are appealed to. 

(1.) To begin with certain expressions or modes of speak- 
ing of God. It is maintained that the constant application 
to Jahaveh of language denoting fire and light is a proof 
that the popular conception made Him a sun or fire 
God, so that He was not distinguishable from Moloch. The 
passages in which this mode of speech is employed are 
too numerous to be qu0ted.l Euenen adds, ,,They are 
too numerous to be looked upon as accidental, or as the 
result of arbitrary choice; and this is the less possible 
that the comparison also recurs continually beyond the 
prophetic literature in its narrower sense.” He then refers 
to the glory of the Lord being said to be like devouring 
fire on Sinai (Exod. xxiv, 17), t o  the angel appearing in 
a flame of fire in the bush (Exod. iii. 2), to the expres- 
sions ‘‘ a consuming fire, a jealous God ” (Deut. iv. 24 ; cf. 
ix. 3), and the description in the 18th Psalm of smoke 
going up out of His nostrils, fire out of His mouth de- 
vouring (Psalm xviii. s), &c. He is careful to guard 
himself by saying8 that of course the pious among the 
Israelites, in using these expressions, were aware that 
they spoke in metaphor, but still it is on consideration 
of such passages that he makes the assertion we have al- 
ready quoted, It that the conception of Jahaveh originally 
bordered upon that of Moloch, or at least had many points 
of contact with it.” This conclusion, however, is warrant- 
able only if these metaphorical expressions, when orig- 
inally used, were not regarded as metaphors at all, but 

A few of the more sbrilring mny be noted: Amos i. 4, 7,.10,12, 14, 
ii. 2, 5, vii. 4 ; HOB. viii. 14 j Iss. x. 17, =is, 6, xxs. 27, xss111. 14,-nll 
from pi*oplictio Soi*ipturus. ’ Relig. of Ismel, vol. i. p. 240. Ibid., p. 241. 
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plain statements of fact. For I do not think Ihenen 
means to imply that the original conception of Molocl~ 
by his worshippers was that of a spiritual being to whom 
they applied these expressions in a metaphorical sense. 
If, however, Kuenen and his school will insist upon it 
that metaphorical language must originally have been 
used as plain statement of fact, then the essential point 
in dispute is assumed, for we must necessarily admit 
that, on this concession, all religious thought at fiwt ex- 
presses itself in language borrowed from material things ; 
and therefore without more ado we may say that all 
religion begins with the worship of material things or 
with purely materialistic conceptions. Stade, in speaking 
of fetishism, says bluntly,l (‘ Nothing on earth begins as a 
symbol, but is taken as a reality.” I should think that 
the very first attempts at language are symbols, and con- 
sciously regarded as such Language is the effort of in- 
telligence to express itself; but if a savage makes a 
gesture or utters a cry, he knows quite well that that is 
a sign and symbol, and that it is taken by his fellow- 
savage as a symbol of something to be conveyed from 
mind to mind. It is simply impossible for man to  use 
language in regard to  religious feelings and ideas without 
falling into metaphor; even the current phraseology of 
Christianity is highly metaphorical. , Will Kuenen or any 
of his school tell us what expressions in any language 
were available, when consciousness first sought to express 
itself on these subjects, that would not be liable to similar 
misapprehension ? Holiness, purity, and such other ex- 
pressions, in the most elevated diction that we possess, 
come back to  be properties of matter. As regards the 
manifestations of Deity with the accompaniments of 

\ 

Cfesch., vol. i. p. 405, footnote 3. 
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thunder, lightning, o r  fire, it is evident that if such theo- 
phanies are conceivable at all, they could have no more 
striking accompaniments. And as t o  the use of language 
denoting light, it  need only be remarked that as the su i  
is the most striking object in the firmament, the one source, 
as it seems to the simple primitive mind, of light and 
warmth, pure, exalted, potent, we need not wonder that not 
only Moloch-worshippers, but seekers after God in all lands 
and in all states of education, have taken it as the image of 
the great and holy Being after whom they seek, and de- 
veloped their religious vocabulary by ringing the changes 

. on the phrases that denote its unique qualities. No 
doubt many tribes using this mode of speech have paid 
reverence to the sun itself; but it requires to be proved 
whether this is the “original” view or an aberration; 
and at all events, to grant that Israel did the same, 
because they used the same mode of speech, would be, as 
has been just said, to concede the very point in dispute. 
The question is, To mhat precise time does Kuenen refer 
when he says that the conception of Jahaveh or@inally 
bordered upon that of Moloch? If it was the time when 
this mode of speaking of God first came into use, then 
we may be driven back to a primitive period when the 
earliest of the Semitic peoples were seeking to @ve ex- 
pression to religious instincts ; and the phraseology, SO 

obvious in its first use, and so expressive, may have main- 
tained itself, as it has done to our own time, without 
leading to misunderstanding. There is a transparent 
fallacy underlying all this End of reasoning, that, if a 
primary meaning can be fixed to a term, that meanhg 
may be held to adhere to the term at whatever time it 
is employed. In this way ((original” meanings are 
attached to expressions down to the period immediately 

’ 
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preceding the writing prophets, or even later. This school 
of thinkers must either tell us what kind of language 
could have been employed by a people with any spiritual 
perceptions at all; or they must simply declare that no 
people could at the outset entertain any conception of a 
spiritual kind, which is to beg the whole question. 

(2.) An argument for the identity of Jahaveh and 
Molocli has been drawn from the practice of the worship 
of both on high places or bamoth; but Euenenl sees the 
weakness of the argument, and lays little stress upon 
it. For the practice is so common and obvious in all 
religions that it can prove nothing. In my opinion, far 
too much has been made of the practice in Israel, as if in 
itself it was more sinful to  worship on hills than on plains, 
and as if $he prophets found fault with it for the mere 
situation. It was the associations of the worship with 
heathen rites and superstitious beliefs that made it obnox- 
ious, just as it was not sacrifice in itself but unmeaning or 
idolatrous sacrifice which the prophets condemned. The 
quiet of the mountain, its remoteness from the busy world, 
and its nearness to heaven, would, in any country and in 
any age, suggest hallowed thoughts (we cannot forget the 
custom of Him who went up into a mountain to pray, and 
spent all the night in prayer); and, given a place made 
sacred by religious sentiment, %he aberrations of supersti- 
tion are liable to follow. So the shady tree and the cool 
sparlcling spring, in a country where shadow and refresh- 
ing water are the greatest comforts, would irresistibly 
make them the scene of quiet reflection, then of devotion, 
and then of superstition, People in our colder climates 
are apt to forget or ignore such things ; but I believe the 
prophet, who reproved the worship under green trees, came 

Relig. of Israel, vol, i. p. 241. 
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nearer to  a true explanation of the origin of the worship 
in the hint, “because the shadow thereof is good” (Eos. 
iv. 13), than modern critics, with their learned disquisi- 
tions as to  the tree suggesting life and being the abode of 
a spirit or a divinity. 

(3.) We come now to  consider an argument for the 
identity of Moloch and Jahaveh drawn from the observ- 
ances of circumcision and the dedication of the first-born. 
These practices, though toned down and softened into 
harmless religious ceremonies, are held t o  be proofs that 
Jahaveh was originally regarded as a bloodthirsty being, 
not the preserver of life but its destroyer, identical with 
Moloch. Euenenl admits that he has here very little 
positive proof to  rely upon, and even indicates certain 
considerations that might be construed into arguments 
against his own position. For instance, the account of 
the institution of circiimcision (in Gen. xvii.) might be 
taken to prove that the rite was (‘ an arbitrary symbol of 
dedication to Jahveh ” ; but this account, he says, is “late,” 
and “we do not at all see why this particular ceremony 
is to  serve as EL token of the covenant between El-Shaddai 
and Abraham, together with his descendants.” He also 
concedes that perhaps its meaning was afterwards some- 
what modified, and it was looked upon as a purification 
by which the Israelite was rendered fit to draw near to 
Jahveh. A t  all events, it is remarkable that in other 
nations of antiquity it was only performed upon the 
priests.” The only passage, in fact, that Kuenen relies 
upon, is the brief passage, Exod. iv. 24-26, “ When Jahveh 

‘assails Moses and seeks to  kill him, his wife Zipporah 
ciroumcises her son and throws the foreskin to  Jahveh, 
whereupon the latter lets Moses go.” The passage is very 

1 Relig. of Ismel, vol, i. p. 288 f ,  
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obscure, the text itself being uncertain ; but whatever it 
may mean, it cannot be taken as a proof that circumcision 
represents an old custom of human sacrifice. It may 
mean that an uncircumcised Hebrew was liable to death, 
but that is quite another thing; and it can be quite 
naturally construed to mean that circumcision was in 
its first conception-as Euenen admits it became at a 
later date-a symbol of purification and dedication to 
Jahaveh. His admission that among other nations of 
antiquity it was only performed upon the priests, might 
have convinced him that some such idea was fundamental. 
Daumer as usual goes further, and maintains2 that cir- 
cumcision was only a milder substitution of castration, 
and refers to such a custom among the Hottentots. He  
does not, however, attempt to prove that Moloch-worship- 
pers practised this in honour of their god; nor has any 
one shown that Moloch-worshippers practised even cir- 
cumcision. Instead of reasoning from a single doubtful 
passage and general considerations, this class of writers 
should tell us when this precise rite took the place of hu- 
man sacrifice, and why this precise rite, so unlike human 
sacrifice, should have been substituted-a rite which can 
be so obviously explained on the principle that the deity 
claimed the sanct@cation of life, not its destruction. 

By precisely the same kind of reasoning it is sought to  
be made out that the dedication of the first-born to Jahaveh 
is a remnant of an older custom of sacrificing the first-born. 
Kuenen admits here again that, taken alone, the custom 
may be classed with the presentation of the first-fruits of 
the earth, as an adt of acltnowledgrnent to the bountiful 

For various explanations, see 6ho Queen’s Printer’s Bible on 6he 
passage. 

? Feuer und Molochdienst, p. 22. 
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Giver of all that is good, the source of all fruitfulness. 
But he maintains that the historical explanation which the 
Biblical writers give of the origin of the custom (though in 
his view it is not historical) is in favour of his position. 
At the exodus from Egypt Jahnveh slew the first-born of 
the Egyptians, but spared those of the Israelites, and from 
that period the first-born in Israel belong to Him, and are 
either sacrificed in His honour or ransomed from Him, 
This account being late, we can only conclude from it 
that at a later period the dedication of the first-born was 
brought into connection with the deliverance from the 
Egyptian bondage. ‘(Yet it is probable that while this 
was done, the original meaning of this custom was yet 
adhered to as closely as possible. But in that case Jahveh 
appears here again as a severe being, who must be pro- 
pitiated by sacrifices, and induced to  waive his right to 
the lives of men and beasts. In other words, we have 
the same idea of the character of the Deity which lies at 
the root of the dedication of the first-born and of human 
sacrifice.”l Now it must seem very strange that at a late 
t h e ,  when, according to Euenen’s view, prophetic influ- 
ence would be strongly felt, an attempt should be made 
by bringing this custom into connection with the deliver- 
ance from Egypt,.to adhere to  the original meaning of the 
custom, and under the guise of an unhistorical story as 
to the slaughter of Egypt’s first-born t o  explain how a 
rite of long standing in Israel was originally a custom of 
sacrificing their first-born. Here again it would be more 
to  the point to  tell us when the substitution of the 
milder for the more cruel rite took place, and why, the 
milder rite having established itself (presumably as a 
better), the efl’ort should have been made to  keep alive 

1 Relig, of Israel, vol. i. p. 239 f. 
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the remembrance of one that was cruel and long obsoleta 
Kuenen says truly, that in regard t o  both this custom 
and that of circumcision we should look for a reference 
to the nature of the deity to whom they were rendered as 
religious acts. Now, in both cases the ceremonies are 
quite as reconcilable with the nature of a deity who was 
the giver and defender of life, as with that of one who was 
its destroyer, and in this connection the parallel custom 
of offering the first-fruits of the earth should not be over- 
looked. Moreover, there is not only the nature of the 
deity to  be considered, but the effect upon the mind of 
the worshipper. And both rites, if taken as symbolical 
of the consecration to  God of the first and best that man 
has, are not only quite in keeping with all the Scriptural 
indications which we possess, and consistent with those 
obscure references on which Kuenen proceeds, but even 
very significant as religious acts and means of religious 
education. The thing we want to prove is the nature 
of the deity reverenced in these services. The services 
in themselves do not suggest a deity of a repulsive char- 
acter, who is the enemy of life, but are thoroughly in 
keeping with the character of a deity such as the Hebrew 
prophets represented their national God to be. The rites 
themselves, confessedly at the time of which we have his- 
torical knowledge, had the more beneficent associations. 
(4.) We next come to consider the argument drawn 

from certain records of alleged events, which, though ob- 
scured or misinterpreted by the narrators, give evidence, it 
is said, that human sacrifice to  Jahaveh was an original 
custom in Israel, and that therefore the God of Israel 
was no other than Moloch, or at all events a deity of 
similar character. 

We begin with the account given in Gen. xxii. of 

\ 
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Abrahani’s offering of his son Isaac, which is much relied 
v.pon in this connection? And, not t o  take an extreme 
representation of the view, le6 us hear the rather moder- 
ate statement of the argument by Euenen:2 “The well- 
known narrative of Abraham’s offering . . . does not by 
any means recommend huma.n sacrifice, but; the disposi- 
tion evinced in the sacrifice of a child, the readiness to  
give up even the most precious object to Jahveh, is 
highly extolled by the author (vers. 16-18); if Jahveh 
does not wish that disposition t o  be confirmed by the 
deed itself, still by his unqualified praise he makes 
known that it is no more than just and appropriate, and 
that what he does not desire he CozLld demand from his 
servant.” Now it seems to me that though we admit all 
that Kuenen here says, we are as far as ever from estab- 
lishing the existence of the custom of human sacrifice; 
and when he proceeds, ((we are not surprised, therefore, 
that human sacrifice appears as an element of the bull- 
worship in the kingdom of the ten tribes,” there is no 
connection between his premises and his conclusion. We 
are, to be sure, warranted in concluding from the narrative, 
that the narrator knew what was meant by the offering 
of human sacrifice, and that he means to convey to us 
that Abraham understood by it the offering of the very 
dearest possession to Jahaveh. But we ask, if such offer- 
ings were the custom in the writer’s day, as Daumer 
would assert, or if it was the common practice in the 
Abrahamic stage of worship, why does the writer make 
so much of the one instance of i6, and record it as a 
singular triumph of devotion 1 If we may be allowed for 
a moment to suppose that there is historical truth in the 
narrative (in other words, to put ourselves in the position 

Daumer, p. 34 ff. a Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 237, 
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of the narrator), we should say that the whole story ex- 
hibits not only the faith of the patriarch, but part of his 
education in the spiritual character of his God. Educa- 
tion by contrast is one of the most effective kind, and 
the Biblical writers make us familiar with it by their 
various references to the religious beliefs and practices of 
the peoples around Israel, and in such injunctions as, “ So 
shall ye not do to Jahaveh your God.” To Abraham, 
not unfamiliar with various ways in which among his 
heathen ancestors the deity was propitiated, the testing 
question comes, “Art thou prepared to obey thy God as 
fully as the people about thee obey their gods 1 ” and in 
the putting forth of his faith in the act of obedience, he 
1ea.rns that the nature of his God is different? Instead, 
therefore, of saying that the narrative gives proof of the 
existence of human sacrifice as an early custom in Israel, 
it is more reasonable to  regard it as giving an explana- 
tion why it was that, from early time, this had been a 
prime distinction of Israel that human sacrifice was not 
practised as among the heathen. The fundamental idea 
of the heathen rite was the same as that which lay at  the 
foundation of Hebrew ordinance, the best to God; but by 
presenting to  us this story of the offering of Isaac, and 
by presenting it in this precise form, the writer simply 
teaches the same truth taught by all the prophets, that 
to obey is better than sacrifice-in other words, that the 
God worshipped in Israel from Abraham’s time was B 

1 In a similar manner, in the story of Abraham’s intercession for the 
cities of the plain, he is taught the merciful chayncter of the God t o  
whom he prays. It is a shallow view of this narrative to represent it 
as a huckstering proceeding, in which the suppliant beak down the deity 
to the lowest point. The story illustrates the Ul~riatian truth, “Ac- 
cording t o  your faith it shall be done to  you,” for as long ng Abmham 
&as faith to  pray he is answered. 
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God who did not delight in destroying life, but in saving 
and sanctiQing it. 

Just as little, I think, does the story of Jephthah 
(Judges si.) and his daughter prove that human sacrifice 
was the custom in Israel at the time of the Judges1 
or at any time. Even if we admit that Jephthah con- 
templated the possibility or probability of a member 
of his household being the first to come out to meet 
him-even if we admit that when he “did with her 
according to  his vow which he had vowed” (v. 39), he 
actually offered her as a sacrifice,-I maintain that by 
any sober criticism of the passage, nothing is proved 
beyond the solitary act. No doubt we must admit that 
Jephthah may have been acquainted with human sacri- 
fice as practised by the nations about him. The writer 
of the narrative, if we place him in the early “literary 
age ” of Israel, could not but have known of it. But all 
the details of the narrative, all the circumstances associ- 
ated with the event-the sadness and grief of the father, 
the pause before the execution of the vow, the annual 
ceremony of a four days’ lament for Jephthah’s daughter- 
show that the thing was regarded as quite unusual, and 
had stamped itself in the national mind as an occurrence 
rare in history. Possibly, nay probably, a certain glory 
encircled the name of Jephthah’s daughter for her extra- 
ordinary devotion, but this was just because the devotion 
Was extraordinary, not because it was an instance of a 
common usage. It is idle in such a connection to  talk of 
this as a proof that the Mosaic law forbidding human 
sacrifice was not known to Jephthah. Such a law, or a 
hundred similar, may have existed and not been known 
to this Gileadite chieftain; but even if the lam was 

Daumw, p. 40 ff. 
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known, he was not in a mood to regulate his actions by 
such considerations, The man was burning with passion 
for revenge, and to nerve himself to his utmost effort, he 
bound himself by the most solemn vow he could think 
of. Thenceforth, when the victory was secured, there 
was no question, to a superstitious man, of Mosaic laws- 
nay, he repressed his strongest human instincts ; but the 
act was not, as our critics would make us believe, the 
performance of an ordinary rite to a bloodthirsty God. 

venge and injured pride, and his law was the honour and 
sacredness of the vow. 

It is re- 
latedl that the Eing of Moab, sore pressed by the allied 
armies of Israel and Judah and Edom, and having failed in 
an attempt “to break through unto the Eing of Edom,” 
‘‘took his eldest son that should have reigned in his stead, 
and offered him for a bnrt-offering upon the wall. And 
there was great indignation against Israel, and they de- 
parted from him and returned to  their own land.” The 
passage has been variously explained, and in different 
ways an argument has been drawn from it to prove that 
Moloch and Jehovah were identical, or that the tone of 
Israel’s belief in their God was as low as that of the 
Moabitea. Daumer, e.g., who takes the lowest possible 
view, says, “This offering, according t o  the Biblical repre- 
sentation of it, worked so effectually that the besiegers 
had to withdraw.” And as the word translated “indigna- 
tion ’’ is the word used of the divine wrath, he goes on to 

. 

i Jephthah’a god for the time was his own feeling of re- 

We have still t o  refer to another passage. 

2 Kings iii. 26,2?’. This passage is also referred to in anotlier connec- 
tion as a proof that the power of Jahaveh wns confined to his own land, 
and that beyond itrJ bounclnries the gods of the respective nations mere 
more powerful.-Stade, BescIiicMe, vol. i. p. 430. 
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say, ( I  There came a great wrath of Jehovah upon Israel 
and drove them away, so that the God to whom the 
Moabite prince presented this horrible offering, evidently 
coincides with the Biblical Jehovah, and the power and 
effectiveness which such sacrifices had with Jehovah lie 
before our eyes as recognised by the Bible itself.”l Others 
explain the passage to mean that the wrath of the Moabite 
god, called forth by this costly appeal to him, was aroused, 
and proved so effective that Israel had the worst of the 
battle ; and that under the obscure phraseology the Hebrew 
writer indicated, what he would not say outright, that 
Jahaveh was not a match; on this occasion, for the Mo- 
abite god on Moabite territory. I confess I do not know 
what precisely the passage means ; the multiplicity of in- 
terpretations given of it is a proof how obscure it is. But 
to attempt to explain it with this perpetual insinuation 
that the Biblical writers have something to conceal, is t o  
come to it with a prepossession, and seems to me to be 
fatal to any  satisfactory exegesis. The writer, if he was 
so afraid of compromising the dignity of the national god, 
could have omitted the reference altogether, or safeguarded 
the national faith in a less ambiguous malmer. This is 
not an instance of a writer finding a very ancient docu- 
ment, and having to gloss it over to conceal its original 
meaning. The time referred to is in the historical period; 
and the writer was under the influence of prophetic ideas, 
and was not likely to express, in this hesitating and doubt- 

. ful way, the convictions of his time as to the relative power 
of Jahaveh and heathen gods. 

(5.) AS little convincing is the argument drawn from 

Beuer und Molochdiensti, p. 46. 
a It is supposed by many that there may be an obscure reference to 

n 
this occurrence, mhatevor it vas, in Amos ii. 1. 
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statements of the prophets. One passage, indeed, is s@ 
convincing to Daumer,l that, he says it ‘I shntters our 
traditional theology with one blow.” It is the passage in 
h o s  (v. 25 f.) which Daumer interprets to mean that 
(1 Israel, duhlig all the forty years l o w  in the wilderness, 
did not serve Jehovah, but Saturn-Gjjun, as their k k g  
(Melech, Molech, Moloch).” Such a distinct declaration, 
he says: should be seriously faced, and he complains that 
only in his own time (1542) had writers begun to give 
their due weight to such prophetic utterances, and in this 
way to lay the foundations of an entirely new history 
of the Old Testament. In point of fact, from Vatlie* 
onwards, critical scholars have relied very strongly on 
this passage in support of their views. Kuenen may be 
taken as a moderate exponent of the argument, He says! 
(( The prophet Amos states that the Israelites carried about 
in the desert the tabernacle [or some other object : the 
reading is uncertain] of their king,’ or Melech,’ and other 
idolatrous apparatus besides. This statement may be re- 
garded as historical. At their entrance into Canaan the 
Israelites found there the worship of a deity to whom 
children were sacrificed (Deut. xii. 30, 31 ; 2 Kings svi. 
3. Comp. Levit. XVE. 21; xx. 2-5), probably likewise 
called Melech. It may be assumed that the Israelitish 
Melech-worship became fused with the Canaanitish, and 
that thus from the time of their entrance into Canaclu. this 
worship existed, and the sacrifice of children to Melech 
occurred sporadically. The worship of Melech, however, 
was of no great importance.” With this last; staijement 
D t ~ m m  would not agree; but, letting that pass, it is 
worth while drawing attention to the readiness with 

\ 

Feuer und Molochdienrh, p. 47 ff. 
Eibl. Theol., p. 191. 

2 Ibid., p. 49, ‘ Relig. of Ismel, vol. i. p. 2GO. 
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which all this school accepts as (( historical ” a statement 
of the prophet Amos in regard to a time of which, in other 
connections, they are fond of telling us, he could have had 
no knowledge whatever; and it is somewhat peculiar to 
find writers who tell us that there was no forty years’ 
wandering in the desert at all, accepting the testimony of 
Amos in regard to  the religious practices of B time which 
he so precisely defines. Again, a favourita proceeding 
with the modern school, when a passage is inconvenient 
for their theory, is to say that it has been touched by 
later hands, or that it disturbs the connection, and there- 
fore is to  be rejected as an interpolation. The English 
reader may look at the passage before us in its connection 
and see whether i t  is not particularly one of that descrip- 
tion. Yet we never hear from the critics a word against 
its genuineness. I do not mean to cast suspicion on it on 
that account, or to  dispute Kuenen’s assertion that the 
statement of the prophet trmay be regarded as historical.” 
My difficulty is that, as the vailious interpretations of the 
passage will shorn, one can scarcely make out what the 
statement precisely is.1 And whatever it may be, the 
question arises, If this Moloch-worship was the recog- 
nised national worship of Israel in the desert, why should 
Amos make that a matter of reproach, as he seems to do? 
To which the only reply can be the usual one. The pro- 
phet, from his prophetical standpoint, projected his own 
ideas into the past, and gives us an unhistorical view of 
the religion,-the same prophet who in the same breath 
is talien as n proof of n historical statement to the very 
opposite effoct. I do not suppose modern criticism can 
go nluch further. If it be urgcd that Amos merely states 
that this Moloch-worship was practised in the desert, then 

1 Seo NOtG XIX. 
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who is to  deny that? The Biblical historians represent 
the religious life of Israel at that time as far from correct ; 
and it is they who tell us plainly of the practice of Moloch- 
worship in the time of the Eings. But it is a fiction of 
modern writers that this worship was ever regarded by 
prophetic men, or by the best of the nation, as the national 
worship of ,Israel. 

There is still the famous passage in Micah vi. 6, 7:  
I (  Wherewithal shall I come before Jahaveh ? , . . Shall I 
give my first-born for my transgression, the fruit, of my 
body for the sin of my soul?” in which, says Eueuen, 
“it is undoubtedly implied that in his days such a sacti 
fice was not looked upon as at all unreasonable ; . . . i f  
human sacrifice had been foreign to  the service of Israel’s 
God, he could not, have mentioned it in this manner.”l 
Daumer goes further : “ In these words is expressed with- 
out doubt the prevailing belief to be that Jehovah has 
pleasure not only in animal sacrifices but also in human 
offerings, and that in the offering of a first-born son there 
was the eflicacy of wiping out sin. . . , Israel worships 
its Jehovah with burnt-offerings, calves of a year old, 
rams, oil, and the offering of first-born sons, and believes 
that this is necessary for salvation and in accordance with 
Jehovah‘s will and law;”2 and in a footnote he blames 
Gramberg for still adhering to the old belief that the 
custom of offering children had passed over from the 
Moloch-worship to that of Jehovah. It is difficult t o  
place one’s self in the mental attitude of one who can 
reason in this way, or to understand how to such a one 
the rhetoric of a Hebrew writer can have any force. The 
prophet propounds a most solemn question--How is man 

Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 237. 
a Feuer und Molochdiensti, p. 52. 
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to find acceptance with God ?-and his answer takes the 
form of a climax in which he rises from the idea of a 
costly to that of a still costlier offering, and, as Euenen 
rightly observes, he knows that there is a better way than 
by any such sacrifice. To Daumes it may be replied, if 
the oeering of children was as common as the offering of 
rams and oil, why does the prophet make all this ado 
about it ? The prophet has no idea of ordinary offerings 
in his mind. Does Daumer mean to  tell us that it was 
the common thing for an individual offerer, in order t o  
atone for sin, to offer thousands of rams, and ten thousand 
rivers of oi l?  It is on these points that the emphasis 
lies; and it is these that give force to the grand climax, 
shall I give my Ji.*st-born, for my transgression? The 
prophet supposes the very highest form conceivable of 
sacrifice, and declares that it is all in vain. And the 
proper conclusion to be drawn from his word is, that no 
sacrifice in itself is pleasing to Jahaveh, not even the 
most costly that could be conceived. But it is asked, 
Why does he instance this Bind of offering if  he did not 
know of it ? The answer is, He did know of it, but he 
did not know of it as a thing done to Jahaveh, any more 
than he knew of ten thousands of rivers of oil being 
offered. Is there no such thing as rhetoric for our critics ? 
When St Paul, in one of his most eloquent flights, says, 
“Though I give all my goods to feed the poor, and though 
I give my body to be burned, and have not charity, I am 
nothing,” are we t o  conclude that the early Christians of 
his day, having as at Pentecost given all their goods to 
a common fund, were also in the habit of worshipping 

It may be pointed ouh thab the passage, standing in connection with 
V. 5, may be taken as expressing, dramatically, B question put  by Balak 
(vv. 6, 7), with Balaam’s answer (v. 8). 
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this same fiery Moloch? One would say there was less 
reason for St Paul making such a rhetorical supposi- 
tion of self-immolation in his day than for Micah, wit11 
Moloch-worshippers around him, making it in his. But 
in neither case is the custom proved, and there is ab- 
solutely nothing more in the critical argument from the 
words of Micah than an aggravating attempt to  spoil 
one of the finest passages of sacred oratory. 

It is unnecessary to  enter into lengthened examination 
of other passages relied upon in this connection, such as 
David‘s slaughter of Saul‘s descendants to appease the 
Gibeonites (2 Sam. xxi. 1-14), and Samuel’s hewing Agag 
in pieces before the Lord in Gilgal (1 Sam. xv. 33). The 
general remark may be made, that by themselves they are 
not even so plausible as the cases already stated, and like 
these do not really touch the point in dispute? Kuenen, 
feeling that such passages as have been considered do not 
yield a decisive result for his view, makes the remark : 
“ A  solitary instance of this nature would perhaps be 
susceptible of another interpretation ; in their interdepen- 
dence these various facts undoubtedly bear witness to the 
accuracy of the conclusion advanced above ; ” and it is a 
favourite method with writers of his school to  speak of 
the argument as cumulative. It is a very specious plea, 
and I believe more are led by it to  give their adherence 
to the modern theory than by any one positive and con- 
clusive proof. Seeing that so many passages and references 
can be made to lend countenance to the theory, they c,onie 
to  the conclusion that ((there must be something in it,” 
and are vaguely convinced or half persuaded. Yet we 
are familiar with the similar marshalling of evidence in 
favour of all kinds of extravagmt theories. The in- 

See Note XX. a Relig, of Israel, vol. i. p, 237. 
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dividunl proofs have no force till the theory to be 
proved is thrown into the balance, although an op- 
posing theory would equally well act as counterpoise, or 
even suit better. Before there can be cumulative evi- 
dence, there must rest in each individual case a pre- 
sumption, and two cases must not mutually supplement 
one another, else i t  is a cumulus of unsupported suspi- 
cions. We know how in social life the iteration of a 
calumny is supported by innumerable little incidents, not 
one of which in itself has any positive value, but all, 
strung together on the string of whispered slander, suffice 
by their cumulative evidence to ruin a character. I t  is 
necessary to  protest against such a mode of reasoning, 
because it is apt to sap the very foundations of exegesis on 
which alone any positive result must rest. When Daumer, 
for example, in his effort to establish his thesis, draws 
proofs from tho practices of nations at the most remote 
distances from one another, and in the most diverse stages 
of culture, and forces the most natural usages of language 
into evidences for his view, one is led to despair of the 
possibility of getting any reliable conclusion at all from 
the Biblical writhgs. Por him it is sufficient that there 
is a river in Macedon and a river in Monmouth, and that 
there is salmon in both. But his mode of procedure 
brings Biblical exegesis into contempt; and it is a pity 
that more modern writers have not been warned by his 
example not to enter upon a line of reasoning which 
manifestly ends. in absurdity. Surely in $he examin- 
ation of n problem so very delicate and SO very vital, 
it is becoming to proceed with the utmost caution. If a 
passage called as evidence is seen to have no direct force, 
when calmly interpreted in the light Of the contex6 the 
witness should simply be made to stand down, and not be 
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again appealed to. It should not be benet-ttli the dignity 
of a critic to say frankly that a passage, whether from the 
condition of the text or from our ignorance of its reference, 
is neutral or unintelligible, so that attention may be con- 
centrated on less ambiguous proofs. 

After all their bold pretensions, therefore, to.prove that 
the pre7prophetic religion of Israel was of the lom chay- 
acter affirmed of it, the critics, it seems to me, succeed in  
proving very little. They have done valuable service in 
drawing attention to popular conceptions or misconcep- 
tions; and had their labours been confined to  this as a 
contribution to our knowledge of the working of the reli- 
gious instinct at all times, they would have been excellent. 
This indiscriminate mixing up of early and late, however, 
which is seen in the reasoning from metaphorical language 
and so-called mythological expressions, defeats the very 
end of the argument, which is to show development. And 
there is ever the objection to the whole argument, that it 
assumes a tone of prevailing thought on religious matters 
at the very time of the first writing prophets, which is 
inconsistent with the tone in which these men write, 
and directly in the teeth of the declarations which they 
make on the whole subject. 

Finally, however, the modern historians should beware 
of attempting to prove too much in this direction ; for the 
more the pre-prophetic religion is depreciated, the more 
dif€icult it will be t o  account for its sudden rise to  the 
level in which we find it in the earliest writing prophets. 
There is not only the task of accounting for the continu- 
ance of Israel as a separate people, with distinctive beliefs 
and practices, during the long period that this low stage 
lasted, but there is the greater difficulty of showing how, 
from the low level which is assumed, it; was possible for 
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the religion by ordinary development to rise to the ethic 
monotheism in which it so soon appears. Granted even 
that the case for the modern theory has been so far niade 
out, what was there at all in the religion of Jahaveh to 
make it a distinctive religion of Israel, and to  give to  
that people the only bond that could unite them to  one 
another, and mark them off from their neighbours ? Or 
if that is not enough, what was there to enable them to 
rise, as they did rise, from this low level to  the height of 
the so-called ethic monotheism? And how was i t  that, 
with the first appearance of written prophecy, we find the 
teaching of a much purer faith, appealing also to a hoary 
antiquity for its sanction 1 

We must therefore now inquire particularly what was 
this Jahnveh religion, and how its snbsistence for so long 
and its rise to its purest form are accounted for. 


